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REMARKS 

Summary of Amendments 

Claims 23, 32, 59, and 64 are currently amended. No new matter is introduced. No 
additional elements were added to claims 23, 32 and 59. Support for additional elements added 
to claim 64 can be found in the originally filed specification (see, for example, paragraphs 47 and 
50). 

Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejections are respectfully requested in view of the 
foregoing amendments and the remarks presented below. 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. $112 

Claims 23, 30-32, 45, and 56-60 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 12, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which Applicant regards as the invention. The paragraph letters below correspond to the 
Office's paragraphs at pages 2 and 3 of the Office Action mailed 6/12/08. 

a) Regarding claim 23, the Office stated that there was no antecedent basis for "the 
vessel." Applicant has amended claim 23 to recite "a vessel" at line 5. 

b) Regarding claims 23 and 56, the Office stated that '"capable of is unclear in that 
it is uncertain if the substance actually inhibits or facilitates or is merely capable of doing 
so." Applicant traverses. Contrary to the Office's assertion, a person of ordinary skill in 
the art would understand that a substance could not inhibit or facilitate migration or 
proliferation when the substance is not within a vessel. Nothing in claims 23 and 56 
requires the substance to be inside a vessel. 
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c) Regarding claims 32 and 59, the Office stated that "insulin-like" is vague in that 
it is unclear what the meaning is. Claims 32 and 59 recite "insulin-like growth factors." 
Contrary to the Office's assertion, a person of ordinary skill in the art would know the 
meaning of "insulin- like growth factors," which is term of art understood to refer to 
substances with a particular similarity to insulin. This term of art, commonly abbreviated as 
"IGF" is used in a plethora of non-patent and patent literature (see, for example, claim 2 of 
US 6,897,040; Abstract of US 7,071,300; and throughout US 6,506,874). 

d) Regarding claims 32 and 59, the Office stated that the antecedent basis of "such 
substances" is uncertain. Applicant has amended claims 32 and 59 to overcome this 
rejection. 

e) The Office also stated that "it is unclear how some of the species of claims of 32 
and 59, such as hormones or genes, are an angiogenic substance. Applicant submits that a 
person of ordinary skill in the art would understand that, in claims 32 and 59, hormones and 
genes are angiogenic substances in the sense that they encode other angiogenic substances. 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. §103 

I. § 103 Rejections over Ragheb 

Claims 23, 32, 56, 59, and 60 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US 6,299,604 ("Ragheb"). Applicant traverses. 
Independent claims 23 and 56 

The Office asserted that Ragheb discloses having different substances on inner and outer 
sides of a stent and the use of antiproliferative and angiogenic substances. However, as 
previously explained in Applicant's appeal brief filed 3/31/08, Ragheb fails to disclose the 



SANFRANCISCO 278392.2 



11 



Attorney Docket No. 85847.25 

particular placement of angiogenic and antiproliferative substances recited in the claims. Ragheb 
merely mentions angiogenic and antiproliferative substances within a long list of therapeteutic 
agents (col. 8:6 to col. 10:16) and provides no disclosure of using them in the particular coating 
configuration recited in the claims. There is a wide gap between Ragheb and the claimed 
invention, and the Office has provided no rationale for concluding that it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to bridge the gap. 

For the reasons given above, Applicant respectfully submits that claims 23 and 56 are 
patentably allowable over Ragheb. 

Claims 32. 59. and 60 

Claims 32, 59, and 60 depend from base claims 23 and 56 and are patentably allowable 
over Ragheb for at least the same reasons given above for the base claims. 

II. § 103 Rejections over Weber 

Claims 23, 32, 45, 56 and 58-60 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US 6,5 17,888 ("Weber"). Applicant traverses. 
Independent claims 23 and 56 

The Office asserted that Weber discloses having different substances on inner and outer 
sides of a stent and the use of antiproliferative and angiogenic substances. However, as 
previously explained in Applicant's appeal brief filed 3/31/08, Weber fails to disclose the 
particular placement of angiogenic and antiproliferative substances recited in the claims. Weber 
merely mentions angiogenic and antiproliferative substances within a long list of therapeteutic 
agents (col. 6:35 to col. 7:23) and provides no disclosure of using them in the particular coating 
configuration recited in the claims. There is a wide gap between Weber and the claimed 
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invention, and the Office has provided no rationale for concluding that it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to bridge the gap. 

For the reasons given above, Applicant respectfully submits that claims 23 and 56 are 
patentably allowable over Weber. 

Claims 32, 45, and 58-60 

Claims 32, 45, and 58-60 depend from base claims 23 and 56 and are patentably 
allowable over Weber for at least the same reasons given above for the base claims. 

III. Rejections over Loeffler 

Claims 23, 30-32, 56, and 58-60 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US 5,897,91 1 ("Loeffler"). Applicant traverses. 
Independent claims 23 and 56 

The Office asserted that Loeffler discloses having different substances on inner and outer 
sides of a stent and the use of antiproliferative and angiogenic substances. However, as 
previously explained in Applicant's appeal brief filed 3/31/08, Loeffler fails to disclose the 
particular placement of angiogenic and antiproliferative substances recited in the claims. 
Loeffler merely mentions angiogenic and antiproliferative substances within a long list of 
therapeteutic agents (col. 2:54 and col. 3:4-32) and provides no disclosure of using them in the 
particular coating configuration recited in the claims. There is a wide gap between Loeffler and 
the claimed invention, and the Office has provided no rationale for concluding that it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to bridge the gap. 
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For the reasons given above, Applicant respectfully submits that claims 23 and 56 are 
patentably allowable over Loeffer. 
Claim 31 

Claim 3 1 recites that the "inner surface is covered by placing the stent on a mandrel." In 
Loeffler, the mandrel, which is referred to as a core pin, is either spaced apart from the inner 
surface of the stent (col. 3:54 and col. 4:26) or is separated from the inner surface of the stent by 
a support tube 22 (col. 4:63 to col. 5:8). As such, the inner surface of the stent in Loeffer is not 
covered by placing the stent on a mandrel, which is contrary to claim 3 1 . Accordingly, 
Applicant respectfully submits that claim 3 1 is patentably allowable over Loeffler. 

Claims 30. 32 and 58-60 

Claims 30, 32 and 58-60 depend from base claims 23 and 56 and are patentably allowable 
over Loeffler for at least the same reasons given above for the base claims. 

III. Rejections over Loeffler in view of Zarbatany 

Claims 64-66 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Loeffler 
in view of US 6,610,087 ("Zarbatany"). 

Claim 64 has been amended to recite: "wherein the first cover on the inner surface 
prevents the first composition from being applied on the inner surface." Loeffler and 
Zarabatany, individually and when combined, fail to teach this feature of claim 64. 

The Office asserted that "Loeffler teaches using a mandrel in coating a stent but fails to 
teach covering the outer coating" but that this deficiency of Loeffler is cured by Zarbatany 
(Office Action mailed 6/12/08, p 6). As best understood, the Office alleges that Loeffler's 
mandrel meets the "first cover" of claim 64. However, the mandrel, referred to as a core pin in 
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Loeffer, is either spaced apart from the inner surface of the stent (col. 3:54 and col. 4:26) or is 
separated from the inner surface of the stent by a support tube 22 (col. 4:63 to col. 5:8). As such, 
Loeffler's mandrel does not prevent a coating composition from being applied to the inner 
surface of the stent, contrary to claim 64. 

As indicated above, there is no teaching or suggestion in Loeffler of a cover on an inner 
surface that prevents a first composition from being applied to the inner surface. Zarbatany fails 
to cure this deficiency of Loeffler. 

The Office stated that "Zarbatany teaches masking regions of a stent that you don't want 
coating on (col. 14, lines 32-53)" (Office Action mailed 6/12/08, p 6). However, Zarbatany 
merely discloses a masking method that covers both the inner and outer surfaces of a 
longitudinal segment of a stent and leaves both the inner and outer surfaces of another 
longitudinal segment uncovered. As such, Zarbatany' s mask allows both the inner and outer 
surfaces to be coated and, thus, fails to meet "wherein the first cover on the inner surface 
prevents the first composition from being applied on the inner surface," as recited in claim 64. 

For the reasons given above, Applicant respectfully submits claim 64 is patentably 
allowable over Loeffler in view of Zarbatany. Claims 65 and 66 depend from claim 64 and are 
patentably allowable over Loeffler in view of Zarbatany for at least the reasons given for 
claim 64. 

IV. Rejections over Ragheb in view of Harish 

Claim 57 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ragheb in 
view of US 6,506,437 ("Harish"). 

As indicated above, claim 56 is patentably allowable of Ragheb. Harish fails to cure the 
deficiency of Ragheb with respect to claim 56 and therefore claim 56 is also patentably 
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allowable over Ragheb in view of Harish. Claim 57 depends from claim 56, includes every 
element of claim 56, and is therefore patentably allowable over Ragheb in view of Harish for at 
least the same reasons that claim 56 is patentably allowable. 



In light of the foregoing remarks, this application is considered to be in condition for 
allowance, and early passage of this case to issue is respectfully requested. If necessary to effect 
a timely response, this paper should be considered as a petition for an Extension of Time 
sufficient to effect a timely response, and please charge any deficiency in fees or credit any 
overpayments to Deposit Account No. 07-1850. 



Conclusion 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: Oct. 13, 2008 
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